














Santa Fe County

Board of County Commissioners
Regular Meeting of January 26, 2021
Page 55

remarks?

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: Yes. [ also want to thank Jay Coghlan of
Nuke Watch and Joni Arends of Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety for their input
and support to me on these issues that are so important to our citizens. So we have a
motion and we have a second. Yes. Thank you.

CHAIR ROYBAL: So we’re going to go to a roll call vote.

The motion passed by unanimous [5-0] roll call vote.

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: I just have to say that 11 is my favorite
number. Thank you, Madam Clerk.

11.  INFORMATION ITEMS/MONTHLY REPORTS
A. Quarterly Report on Restricted Housing at County Correctional
Facilities Pursuant to Laws 2019, Chapter 194 (HB 364)

COMMISSIONER HUGHES: Thank you, Mr. Chair. I just had a couple
of questions for Director Sedillo, I think he’s still here, about this report, and I think it’s
important to pay attention to this when it comes before us. So my question is I noticed
that there are a lot of people placed in restricted housing because of COVID-19, I think
either because they have caught the virus or they are being protected from it. So I just
wondered what’s being done to help people get through that period of quarantine so that
their mental health is stable. I think that even when people are quarantining in their own
home it’s hard. I can only imagine it’s much harder if you’re in jail and in a more
confined space. I was just wondering if there are things we’re doing to give them some
kind of human contact while they’re in restricted housing, or opportunities to go outside
or anything like that.

PABLO SEDILLO (Public Safety Director): Thank you very much for the
question, Mr. Chair, Commissioner Hughes. There is interaction constantly inside our
restricted housing. With me today I have two subject matter experts that handle, oversee,
our restricted housing unit, so I'll defer those questions to them. They’ve been waiting
anxiously for this. So Deputy Warden Page or Captain Rios, would you like to respond to
that?

VANESSA RIOS (Public Safety): Hello, Mr. Chair, County
Commissioners. This is Captain Rios. For the inmates in the COVID pod, the officers are
in there and we do our rounds daily. I also make daily rounds inside those units.
Unfortunately, with COVID we have to limit the interaction to limit the spread between
people for COVID. There was 141 inmates that were placed for COVID. We had seven
for mental health holds and 23 for safety. They do get their courts. We pull them out for
their courts and sanitize the areas after and before they are taken there. Also when they
need to have classification or mental it’s always available also. Was there any other
questions regarding the COVID?

CHAIR ROYBAL: Commissioner Hughes.

COMMISSIONER HUGHES: No. I think that’s good. I was — I think that
sounds good. I'm glad that their needs are being taken care of and I’'m looking forward to
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touring the facility when it’s safe to do so, hopefully in a few months. The only other
question 1 had didn’t related to the COVID patients but I noticed that under ethnicity, we
don’t distinguish Hispanic people from other white people, and in most settings I’'m
familiar with that distinction is made because it’s possible that you could be
discriminating against people because they’re Hispanic, and I was just wondering if it
was possible to make that distinction on this chart of if there’s a reason you’re not
making that distinction.

CAPTAIN RIOS: So the inmates identify themselves, their ethnicity when
they come in and they get booked, so that’s how I identify their ethnicity when it is
reported.

COMMISSIONER HUGHES: So are they given the option of Hispanic or
Latino when they come in?

CAPTAIN RIOS: Yes. They are.

COMMISSIONER HUGHES: Okay. Thank you.

CAPTAIN RIOS: You’re welcome.

MR. SEDILLO: Thank you, Captain Rios.

CHAIR ROYBAL: Thank you, Pablo Sedillo and Captain Rios.
Commissioner Hughes, did that answer all your questions?

COMMISSIONER HUGHES: Yes. For now. Thank you very much and
sorry you had to wait so long for just five minutes with me, but I appreciate the time.
Thank you.

CHAIR ROYBAL: Any other Commissioners that may have some
questions relative to this item? Okay, hearing none, thank you, Commissioner Hughes
and staff for answering these questions and bringing this forward.

10. PUBLIC HEARINGS
A. Ordinance No. 2021-01, an Ordinance Amending Ordinance 2016-3,
The Place at Caja del Rio LEDA Project Ordinance, to Authorize the
Execution of an Amended and Restated Project Participation
Agreement Extending the Deadline for the Project Party’s
Substantive Contribution and Making Other Changes

MR. SHAFFER: Thank you, Mr. Chair. Before you tonight for a public
hearing and action is an ordinance that would take us closer to implementing a settlement
agreement that the Board approved at its December 15, 2020 meeting between Santa Fe
County and Caja del Rio Holding, LLC. As the Board is aware, based upon its prior
- action, CDRH, Caja del Rio Holdings and the County are parties to two agreements: a
water and wastewater line extension, water delivery and wastewater discharge agreement,
as well as a LEDA project participation agreement for its development off of the frontage
road near — it’s Caja del Rio Road. Excuse me.

So the disputes arose between the County and CDRH concerning the cost of
upsizing certain wastewater improvements under the water and wastewater agreements as
well as the connection fee that’s due and payable prior to the recordation of a subdivision
plat that had been filed by CDRH. The settlement agreement resolves those disputes and
provided for a variety of consideration as between the parties. In particular, it provided
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for the County, subject to the ordinance in front of you being passed, to enter into an
amended and restated project participation agreement that would extend the deadline by
which CDRH has to meet its job creation goals until three years after the effective date of
that amended and restated PPA and would also authorize the County Manager to accept
substitute security for the $300,000 LEDA grant that the County made for water and
wastewater infrastructure to the projects.

In their variety of additional conditions that would need to be met in order to
implement the settlement agreement — again, adoption of this ordinance should the Board
choose to do so after the public hearing is one such condition subsequent to the
settlement agreement. The others include the County Land Use Administrator approving
an amended subdivision plat as being consistent with the Sustainable Land Development
Code and master plans of the project, the County and CDRH executing the amended and
restated project participation agreement that this ordinance will authorize, and the County
paying a small balance that would remain on the upsizing charge for wastewater
improvements after its credited against the initial connection fee for the project, the
recordation of amended subdivision plat and the CDRH recording a replacement
mortgage on the remainder lot that’s created by that amended subdivision plat. And then
finally, the County accepting utility improvements and utility easements.

So again, those additional conditions subsequent are all supposed to happen at a
closing, the tentative date for which is 30 days after the ordinance in front of you is
recorded should you choose to pass it after the public hearing, and that date could be
extended.

So that’s it in a nutshell in terms of both the settlement agreement, how it resolves
issues that arose between the parties and where this ordinance fits into that settlement
agreement and the path ahead. I’d be pleased to stand for any questions before you have
the public hearing.

CHAIR ROYBAL: Okay, do we have any questions from the Board? I’ll
look for a show of hands. No? So we do need to go into public comment. Is that correct,
Attorney Shaffer?

MR. SHAFFER: Yes, Mr. Chair. This is a public hearing so it’s now
appropriate to open up the floor, so to speak, to any members of the public who wish to
testify for or in opposition to this ordinance.

CHAIR ROYBAL: Okay, so if we can unmute everybody, Tessa Jo. 'm
going to ask if there’s anybody from the public that would like to speak in support or
opposition of this ordinance that has been outlined by our Attorney Shaffer. Once again,
I’d like to see if there’s anybody from the public that would like to speak for or in
opposition. You can also use the chat and send a message. Attorney Shaffer, is this an
ordinance that we will come back for a second public hearing or is it just a single one?

MR. SHAFFER: Mr. Chair, Commissioners, it’s a single public hearing on
the ordinance. That’s all that’s required by law. So it would be appropriate at this time for
the Board to close the public hearing and take whatever action the Board thinks is
appropriate on the proposed ordinance.

CHAIR ROYBAL: So I’m going to go ahead close public comment or the
public hearing and I’ll go to Commissioners. Commissioner Hansen.

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: Thank you, Mr. Chair. I would like to
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make a motion to approve this ordinance amending Ordinance 2016-3, The Place at Caja
del Rio LEDA Project Ordinance, to authorize the execution of an amended and restated
project participation agreement extending the deadline for the project party’s substantive
contribution and making other changes.

COMMISSIONER HAMILTON: I’ll second.

CHAIR ROYBAL: We have a motion from Commissioner Hansen and the
second from Commissioner Hamilton. Under discussion, do Commissioners have any
other comments? Okay, hearing none, I’'m going to go to a roll call vote.

The motion carried by unanimous roll call vote as follows:

Commissioner Garcia Aye
Commissioner Hamilton Aye
Commissioner Hansen Aye
Commissioner Moreno Aye
Commissioner Roybal Aye

11. B. Community Services Department Monthly Report
C. Finance and Purchasing Monthly Report
D. Growth Management Department Monthly Report
E. Human Resources Monthly Report
F. Public Safety Monthly Report
G. Public Works Monthly Report

There were no questions regarding these reports.

9. MATTERS FROM THE COUNTY ATTORNEY
A. Statement for Inclusion in Meeting Minutes Concerning January 12,
2021, Executive Session

CHAIR ROYBAL: Can we get a summary of what we’ll be going
into executive session for, Attorney Shaffer.

MR. SHAFFER: Mr. Chair, if we want to start with item 9. A. It’s
statement for inclusion in meeting minutes concerning the January 12, 2021 executive
session. And the Board knows, at the January 12" meeting the Board went into executive
session and adjourned from executive session, meaning it did not reconvene in open
meeting. So it would be appropriate at this time for the Board to pass a motion to have
the minutes of this meeting reflect that the matters discussed during the January 12, 2021
executive session were limited only to those specified in the motion for closure.

CHAIR ROYBAL: Okay. Can I get a motion?

COMMISSIONER HAMILTON: So moved.

COMMISSIONER HUGHES: Second.

CHAIR ROYBAL: A second from Commissioner Hughes. Okay, so I'm
going to go to a roll call vote.
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The motion passed by unanimous [5-0] roll call vote.

9. B. Executive Session. Limited Personnel Matters, as Allowed by Section
10-15-1(H)(2) NMSA 1978; Board Deliberations in Public Hearing(s)
on the Agenda, as Allowed by Section 10-15-1(H)(3) NMSA 1978;
Discussion of Bargaining Strategy Preliminary to Collective
Bargaining Negotiations Between the Board of County
Commissioners and Collective Bargaining Units, as Allowed by
Section 10-15-1(H)(5); Discussion of Contents of Competitive Sealed
Proposals Pursuant to the Procurement Code During Contract
Negotiations as Allowed by Section 10-15-1(H)(6); Threatened or
Pending Litigation in which Santa Fe County is or May Become a
Participant, as Allowed by Section 10-15-1 (H)(7) NMSA 1978; and,
Discussion of the Purchase, Acquisition or Disposal of Real Property
or Water Rights, as Allowed by Section 10-15-1 (H)(8) NMSA 1978,
including:

1. Rights-of-Way for County-Maintained Roads Within the Exterior
Boundaries of Pueblos

2. PMB, LTD v. Santa Fe County Board of County Commissioners, D-
101-CV-2018-03417

3. Disputes Arising Under Santa Fe County Agreement No. 2020-
0189-PW/KE - TABLED

4. Potential Intervention in Public Regulation Commission Case #19-
00234-UT

CHAIR ROYBAL: So can we get a summary of what we’ll be going into
executive session for, Attorney Shaffer?

MR. SHAFFER: Yes, thank you, Mr. Chair and Commissioners. So we’ll
be going into executive session to discussion threatened or pending litigation in which
Santa Fe County is or may become a participant as allowed by Section 10-15-1 (H)(7)
NMSA 1978, and the discussion of the purchase, acquisition or disposal of real property
or water rights as allowed by Section 10-15-1 (H)(8) NMSA 1978 including items 1, 2,
and 4 as listed on the agenda. Those are rights-of-way for County-maintained roads
within the exterior boundaries of pueblos, PMB, LTD v. Santa Fe County Board of
County Commissioners, D-101-CV-2018-03417, and potential intervention in Public
Regulation Commission Case #19-00234-UT. Again, we won’t have need to discussion
item number 3 on the agenda this evening. It will just be items 1, 2, N 4.

Thank you, Mr. Chair.

CHAIR ROYBAL: Thank you, Attorney Shaffer. Can I get a motion?

COMMISSIONER HUGHES: So moved.

COMMISSIONER GARCIA: Second.

CHAIR ROYBAL: So we have a motion from Commissioner Hughes and
a second from Commissioner Garcia. Under discussion, is there anything under
discussion? Okay. Madam Clerk, can we get a roll call?
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The motion to go into executive session pursuant to NMSA Section 10-15-1-H
(7 and 8) to discuss the matters delineated above passed by unanimous roll call vote
as follows: '

Commissioner Garcia Aye
Commissioner Hamilton Aye
Commissioner Hansen Aye
Commissioner Moreno Aye
Commissioner Roybal Aye

[The Commission met in executive session from 6:46 to 7:42.]

CHAIR ROYBAL: And we’re back.

MANAGER MILLER: Mr. Chair, Commissioner Garcia had indicated to
me that he would not return after executive session.

CHAIR ROYBAL: It looks like we have all the Commissioners that did
say that they would be here, so I'll entertain a motion to come out of executive session
and just mention who was present and the only things that were discussed were the items
that were summarized before going into executive session.

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: I would move that we come out of
executive session and that the only things that were discussed was what was on the
agenda. Our County Attorneys were present.

CHAIR ROYBAL: Okay. And our County Manager and all of the
Commissioners.

COMMISSIONER HANSEN: Yes, of course.

COMMISSIONER HAMILTON: Second.

CHAIR ROYBAL: And we have a second from Commissioner Hamilton.
I’m going to go to a roll call vote.

The motion passed by unanimous [4-0] roll call vote. [Commissioner Garcia
was not present for this action. ]

9. C. Potential Action with Regard to Items Discussed in Executive Session

No items were presented for action.
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12. CONCLUDING BUSINESS
A. Announcements
B. Adjournment

Upon motion by Commissioner Hughes and second by Commissioner Hamilton,
and with no further business to come before this body, Chair Roybal declared this
meeting adjourned at 7:43 p.m.
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1

Dear Commissioner Hansen,

There is urgent need for a LANL Site-wide EIS. Not only is one required every 10 years, which is
already overdue by 2 years, but there are additional factors related to the stated project of
building new facilities to produce up to 80 pits per year. | guote from the LASG comments:

1. "In the 2008 SWEIS, NNSA assumed LANL’s plutonium missions would have access to a large,
brand-new, safer plutonium facility at Technical Area (TA-) 55. That building was never
constructed. No firm plan for constructing any such building has been revealed since then.”

2. Furthermore, "LANL has described a $13 billion dollar construction program over the coming

10 years, which would nearly double the replacement value of LANL as a whole. This program is
more than six times the size of the Manhattan Project in New Mexico, in constant dollars. Some
$5.5 billion is already programmed over the coming five years. LANL's public presentations have
shown dozens of new buildings. In constant dollars, planned LANL construction over the decade
exceeds the original cost of the interstate highway system in New Mexico."

3. In addition to technical facilities, an enormous influx of population is planned for the area.
"NNSA seeks to hire thousands {net} of new staff at LANL over the coming five years. LANL is
poised to dramatically change into something never seen before. Triad, NNSA’s management
and operating contractor, has publicly discussed the fact that impacts of these expansion
decisions will be regional and significant — in terms of traffic congestion, housing, possible new
roads and bridges, and possible secondary LANL campuses."

4. Since January 22, 2021, the Treaty on the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons has entered
into force. It doesn't apply to the U.S. at this point, but LANL needs to be thinking about
downsizing over the course of the next decade and in the long run. A site-wide EIS will
provide foundational materials to make comprehensive and realistic plans to be drawing
in rather than expanding.

To fail to adhere to the regulatory time-line, when so much has already changed since
the 2008 EIS, is to blind oneself to the needs of this particular moment in time, when all
the basic information that can possibly be compiled is required in order to make
intelligent decisions.

Thank you for your time,
Basia Miller

2848 Vereda de Pueblo
Santa Fe, NM 87507
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know the content is safe.

Good afternoon Commissioners,

Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety (CCNS) fully supports the Resolution Requesting that the
National Nuclear Security Administration Prepare and Complete a New Site-Wide Environmental
Impact Statement for Los Alamos National Laboratory Before Expanding Plutonium Pit Production at
the Facility. We thank Commissioners Hansen and Hamilton for their leadership on this important and
essential issue.

On March 10, 2020, Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety and Taosefios for Peaceful and Sustainable
Futures presented approximately 700 petition signatures to Senators Tom Udall and Martin Heinrich and
Representative Ben Ray Lujan in support of a new SWEIS at LANL. The petition reads:

As your constituents, we urge you to act now to demand the Department of Energy (DOE)
conduct a Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) followed by new Site-
Wide Environmental Impact Statement (SWEIS) for Los Alamos National Laboratory
(LANL) before any proposed expanded plutonium pit production and associated
infrastructure projects could begin. The current LANL SWEIS was completed in 2008 and
analyzed for the production of 80 plutonium pits (or triggers) per year in a new facility.
LANL was held to 20 pits per year. The new proposal are for the production of a minimum
of 30 plutonium pits per year in a 40-year old facility. New Mexico deserves a fresh look.

Attached is a receipt signed by the staffers of Senator Tom Udall, Senator Martin Heinrich and
Representative Ben Ray Lujan who received the petition signatures demonstrating the concerns that a
new LANL SWEIS is needed.

CCNS requests that our public comment and the petition receipt be included in the public record of this
meeting.

Thank you for your consideration of the Resolution.
All the best,

Joni

Joni Arends, Executive Director
Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety
P. O. Box 31147

Santa Fe, NM 87594-1147

505 986-1973

www.nuclearactive.org

1/27/2021
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_ Today, Ireceived from*Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety APROY . 100
individual signatures on the petition stating: '

As your constituents, we urge you to act now to demand the Department of Energy
(DOE) conduct a Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) followed by
new Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement (SWEIS) for Los Alamos National
Laboratory (LANL) before any proposed expanded plutonium pit production and
associated infrastructure projects could begin. The current LANL SWEIS was
completed in 2008 and analyzed for the production of 80 plutonium pits (or triggers)
per year in a new facility. LANL was held to 20 pits per year. The new proposals are
for the production of a minimum of 30 plutonium pits per year in a 40-year old facility.
New Mexico deserves a fresh look.

Dated: March 10, 2020.

For Senator Tom Udall

By: Al KM\% _/
’ < 7S

Print Name: Mi{"xﬁ}\&« j&%if{iﬁzw Q’ﬁgﬂ

For Senator Martin Heinrich

By: ﬁ' =

Print Name: Eric C’a S’{‘i“’t}

For Representative Ben/Ray Lujan

: .
Print Name; ~-~3€m~7g/ Q" . Céﬁﬁ:&%: 5
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Jonathan Block
138 Verano Loop
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87508
(505) 984-1782
iblock41@gmail.com

25 January 2021

RE: Comment in support of the Hansen/Hamilton resolution no. 2021- requesting
that the NNSA prepare and complete a new SWEIS for LANL before expanding
plutonium pit production at LANL

To The Commission:

While working at the New Mexico Environmental Law Center, nearly a decade of those dozen years
involved representing various community groups concerned about the adverse environmental/human
impacts of historic and on-going activities at the Los Alamos National Laboratory (“LANL” or “Lab”).
My experience during that time taught me numerous lessons about how LANL and the National
Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA) deal with the public. The essence of those lessons is that
unless LANL and the NNSA are forced to do so through public pressure from every conceivable
organization and public administrative entity, LANL and the NNSA will try to hide the facts and the
truth about the actual and foreseeable potential impacts of the Lab’s activities upon the human/natural
environment. The current campaign to expand plutonium pit production is no exception to this
unfortunate history of avoidance and deception in relation to federal and state laws and regulations.
Failure to conduct, as a matter of course, another site-wide environmental impact study of all potential
and foreseeably consequential impacts of increased plutonium pit production at LANL is just another
example of this sad history of the NNSA’s and LANL’s lies, deceptions, prevarication and abuse of the
human and natural environment.

The Hansen/Hamilton resolution squarely addresses the issues raised by the expansion of plutonium pit
production. Passage of it is extremely necessary. Moreover, the actions of the Santa Fe County
Commission should not stop there. There is a real need to pass the resolution and carry it to the
Governor, the Legislature, the federal legislative delegation and the New Mexico Environment
Department for further action along the same lines. Without such a concerted effort, the NNSA and
LANL will continue to attempt to avoid the crying need for a complete site-wide environmental impact
study of the potential and foreseeable consequences of expanded plutonium pit production at the Lab.

I urge the Commission to pass the Hansen/Hamilton resolution and to take all necessary steps to bring
it to the attention of the Governor, the Legislature, the federal legislative delegation and the
Environment Department with the request of the Commission that further action be taken by each to
advance the substance of the resolution.

Thank you for consideration of my comments.

Sincerely,
9 MW
Jonathan Block
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